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Honorable Kelvin Price 

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services 

House of Representatives 

hvJo. 

Dear Kr^LCaairman: 



(U) In -regard to your letter of November 10, 1975 concerning the FFG-7 
Class Guided Missile Frigates, I have examined the program and, more 
particularly, the points you raised concerning it. 



(U) The DSARC has recently given the FFG-7 class program an intensive 
review and I have approved their recommendation to proceed with procure- 
ment of this ship. Except for an evaluation of the FFG's seakeeping 
qualities, the DSARC review included each of the points raised in your 
letter. 



(U) With regard to cost, this -program has experienced the same pro- 
portional cost increases that have occurred in other shipbuilding 
programs. For example, the Navy estimates that a DD-963 class destroyer, 
identical to those now under contract, would cost approximately $229-241 
million if procured in FY 1976 as an add-on to the present 30 ship 
contract. This is almost twice the expected FY 1976 cost of $134 million 
for the FFG-7 class ships even though the latter cost relates to ships 
built early in the production run. Moreover, the FFG-7 has been designed 
to complement existing sea control forces by providing a quick reaction 
Anti-Air Warfare capability to defend against submarine-launched anti- 
ship missiles. The DD-963 has no such capability to offer. Modifications 
to provide this capability would substantially increase the DD-963 cost 
estimate. The original cost estimate for the FFG-7 was $50 million in 
FY 1973 dollars. Expressed in the same dollars, the original estimate for 
the DD-963 was $91 million. Thus, it is evident that the ratio of costs 
between FFG-7 class ships ana DD-963 class ships has been much the same 
since these programs were initiated. . . 

(U) Another important factor to be considered is the life cycle cost. 

The annual operating cost of each FFG-7 class ship is about $2.1 million 
less than that of each DD-963 class ship in FY 1976 dollars. Thus for a 
thirty year life, the operating cost for each FFG-7 will be at least 
$63 million less than each DD-963. 




(U) As you rioted, there were only a limited number of bids .submitted for 
these ships. The Navy was particularly disappointed .at the .absence of -bids 
^•frojph.th$ l£wer. pcsjt yar&si. . ... Jt.4s, ; important to -.no;j;c, . hov^ve.r;v,-.thafev.these 
’bids Wiil 'affect' only the FY'1975 and 1976' FFGs (9 ships). The Navy in- 
•• tends to readvertise and to competitively procure FFGs in FY 1977 and 
FY 1979 with options for the following year in each case. If the program 
size is attractive, it should command wider shipbuilder interest in those 
years. 1 

In its review, the DSARC gave special consideration to the military 
effectiveness of the FFG-7 class ships. It was impressed with the 
results of the test and evaluation on various weapons and sensor systems 
and with the success in integrating them into an overall combat system. 

The fire control system, air search radar, and command and decision system 
exceeded the reach and reaction times required to achieve the full potential 
of the missiles. The versatility of the missile launching system, which 
can carry a mix of up to 40 STANDARD missiles and HARPOONs, is outstanding. 
The 76MM gun performed impressively in both the anti-ship and anti-air roles. 

(V) The sonar has not yet met its performance requirements. We were 

satisfied, however, that the Navy's program to improve the sonar will permit 
it to meet or exceed its current performance specifications. To augment 
this active sonar, I have approved the Navy's plan to install a towed 
passive sonar array in the FFG to significantly increase detection ranges. 
This towed array, together with the two LAIC'S helicopters already included, 
will make the FFG-7 class ships extremely effective against submarines. 

(U) The shape of the bow arid the hull form of the FFG-7 class were 
particularly desigived for good seakeeping qualities and a dry deck. Exhaus- 
tive tests in the Naval Ship Research and Development Center have validated 
the design to the maximum extent possible prior to actual experience at 
sea. We are confident that the FFG will have excellent seakeeping 
qualities. 

(U) With regard to the ship's speed, the Navy expects full speed in the 
vicinity of 30 knots with a continuous, economical speed of 28 knots. 
Considering the long range sensors and weapons systems installed in this 
ship and its intended role in support of naval or mercantile shipping, the 
28 knot speed is considered ample for maneuvering ar.d maintaining station 
with a convoy or task group. 

(U) In summary, the DSARC has carefully considered the FFG program in 
terms of suitability, producibility and cost. I shave their view that 
the FFG-7 class ships will be the lowest cost ships that can effectively 
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perform the intended mission. We believe that it will provide a- 
significant ' contribution to total force effectiveness, at a cost .that 

*K’ **:■*■ > ; 

(U) I earnestly urge you and .the other members of the House Armed 
Services Committee to support the Navy’s request for these ships. 

Sincerely, 

, B^a 

Deputy 




msffM 




-The Honorable HIlHam P, Clements, Jr. , . 

• Deputy Secretary of Defense . 

V/C Washington, D.C. 20310 - . ; ~.V: V--\ . 

. — Dear Hr.. decants: • ‘ • • * 

» { . * . * • • * '.S' ' 

■ • • This letter is In response to your letter of October 21, 1975, . 

/ especially with respect to the expected cost increase in the Guided . 

. ;•* ■ ^Missile Frigate (FFG) — formerly the Patrol Frigate — program, ’ 



I I an seriously concerned about the FFG program from both cost end 
effectiveness points of view. The Cocmittee is, of course, aware that the 

* FFG is a "design to cost" weapon system on the low side of the so-called 

•'high-low mix". However, the latest Selected Acquisition Report (SAR) 
available to the Comittae, dated June 30, 1375, causes me to doubt that 
the FFG can any longer be considered as a low cost Item. iiy doubts are 
reinforced by the fact that the Wavy and the taxpayers are obtaining very 
little offensive or defensive capability for_the billions of dollars ex- 
pected to be spent on the FFG. . i’ 

: According to the July 1975 SAR, total procurement costs for the FFG 
^ have Increased fro® $3,230.4 nillion (in FT 1973) to $6,768.7 million ' 

(in July, 1975), a total Increase of $3,537.7 million and an increase of 
*' 'only six ships over the 50 ships originally planned. The SAR shows that 

• program unit costs have increased from $64.89 million to $121,111 million 
''over the same period — an increase of $55,131 million per ship. While 

. your letter does not disclose the bids received from the three shipyards 
which exhibited an interest in the FFG, you do indicate that $57.2 million 
additional is required in order to contract for the three ships authorized 
in FY 1975 — en increase of $19.06 million fjer ship even with the full 
; funding waiver applicable to the FY 1975 program. In view of this increase. 
It seems reasonable to assume that FFG unit costs will work out to be : - . 

% significantly higher than those contained In the July, 1 975 SAR. ' V-J 

Also of concern to me is the fact that only three shipyards saw fit 
•to bid on the FFG, v.’hich v/as advertised as a three shipyard program. Two 
-of these yards are under the same corporate ownership, 6h11e the third is 





contract* r f»f le.ai PP&. Jn other words, th..*rc- r.o ©tyjoriur.ity 

v for price eof^eTition $ih«e each bidder Will, if tbs award is n>ade, contract * 
.(. T or ona ship each with options for 52 follow-on ships probably split be— 

. tween the three yards. It appears ‘that the result will be to “lock-in" 

• >* three shipyards cn a very Urge program on the basis of initial bids which 
•vers not obtained by maximum competition, I am not comfortable with this 
. - situation. 
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Another source of concern is the FFG's lack of military capability. 
The FFG is a small, 3,585 ton* single screw, 2B knot ship oroed with a 
single 76 rnn, can, a single Standard (MR) area defense missile launching 
/system end two torpedo tubes. The 5.1 mile maximum range of this ship's 
•/sonar system, coupled with its slow speed do not provide the FFG with a 
capability to defend Itself, or the ships it eight escort, against sub- 
marines, The size of the ship will seriously diminish its sea keeping 
^.ability except in the lowest of sea states. The FF-1052 class, a similar 
■l>ut heavier 'ship, has notoriously bad seakeeping qualities. In addition, 
the FFG's small magazine capacity and growth, potential limit the ship’s' 
usefulness. * . . -v 



\ }" * 1 * * 

' above cost and effectiveness considerations raise questions with 
respect to the oontinuaticn of this vary expensive program. Tne fiavy now 
' has only 177 surface combatants and, I realize, desperately needs to Increase 
■' - that number. However, It Is a false economy and gives one a false sense' 

/ of security to place 56 new but incppable ships in the h'avy's inventory. 

- The expected unit cost of the FFG is now apparently approaching the unit 
cost of the DD-953, and a comparison of the capabilities of the two ships 
would Indicate that we would receive far less defcnsa-,for the dollar by 
continuing the FFG program than by opting for a ship of higher military 
capability. : - V ~ 
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: I understand that the DSARC for. the FFG occurs In January of next 
•' year and that the FFG contracts will not be awarded until after that time. 

/- 7 In’ view of the above problems with this program, I would suggest that the 

* *- '*-'* program be reviewed and consideration be given to the procurement of a 
.- • * OD-963 or a variant of that ship to fulfill the FFG's requirement. As you 
know, the DD-963 is now being produced In series. It is a heavier (7,600 
tons), and faster ship capable of carrying heavier and more effective weapons 



and has an excellent AS'i capability. 



•V ^ 






The Armed Services Committee and I will look forward to your consents - 



Ion this matter. 



y : 



'■■•■'r.r. 



Sincerely, 



>T- . 






-W * 



- v. •* y ■ ■ ■ — -*■* « - -*• .... •_ 

. .*• ** •* '* *. * - ! ,M . - ’• * 



‘ ' ^ V y. T*f .... 

* * . - v V 

M- MPiakow * 



Melvin Price 
Chairman 
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The Honorable John L. McClellan 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 



Dear Mr. Chairman: 



16 June 1975 



The Comptroller General in his letter of 10 June 1975 
raises several questions relating to the Navy's surface 
combatant ship building program. A number of these cannot 
be considered in isolation from the question of where we are 
headed with the Navy's surface combatant force in its entirety 
and I must, therefore, take fundamental exception to many 
of the points and conclusions. I deem it important that I 
present my views to you at this time. 



The number and mix of ships that we maintain in the U.S. 

Fleet has to be derived from the national security objectives 
that the fleet is required to support, the threat that our naval 
forces will face in the years ahead, and the risk we are willinq 

© to accept in achievino our objectives. Since tne nation's vital 
interests depend on our ability to use the sea lines of communi- 
cation to support cur deployed forces and allies, to enhance in- 
ternational stability and to maintain commerce, we must continue 
to plan for adequate, effective and balanced naval forces. 

Specifically with respect to surface combatants, we seek 
to attain the necessary mix of highly capable quidea-missile- 
eauioced cruisers tor sea control and projection- missions in hi oh- 
t-ITC'"! t. n f o h p t o h ! ' rs 1 ~ 1 t 1 ^ f ^ ^ TT HU •:? f T O t! O *"> tl T O V0 r s r ~ ' * 

frigates that not only operate in mutual suDport with our 
carriers and cruisers, but must also carry out multi-purpose 
missions in the more numerous areas of lower threat. The fiscal 
constraints that we face make such a high-low mix mandatory. 



Our best estimate of the requirements for surface 
combatants lie between 240 at the low end and 320 or more at 
the high end of the threat spectrum -- depending on the numerous 
assumptions which must be made in attempting to analyze future 
warfare scenarios. The Major Fleet Escort Study (1967) was a 
joint Defense-Navy effort to bound those requirements and follow 
on, continuing analyses and annual program reviews have 
challenged, and confirmed, those numbers over the period since 
that landmark study was completed. 







f \ 

• • In focusing on 240 surface combatants as the hard, total 

>-.!i.sur face combatant force reaui rement, the Comptroller General's 
'^letter ignores both the range of uncertainty and the related 
ambiguities of threat and assumptions which attach to the 
4 analytical results. I am not as confident as he is that I know 
the exact required number. I am certain, however, that' 

Soviet maritime power, is expanding and that qualitative 
improvements in their ships, aircraft and submarines increase 
the risk we are accepting with the shipbuilding program we are 
now pursuing - one which is building toward a perceived minimum 
force level. Also, our past experience of living with an 
existing force, our WW II ships, and with a building program 
which could not maintain a modern fleet has taught us that 
we cannot maintain an effective force without an adequate 
and continuing snipbuilding program. 

The Comptroller General expresses the concern that the 
Navy, by pursuing its intended building rate for the PF orogram 
will either go over the 240 ship limit for surface combatants 
or be forced to retire warships with useful life remaining. 

In this connection he asserts that "it is not clear from the 
available data and our calculations that the full 5G ship 
PF program is, in fact, required" and tnat "a future annual 
building rate averaging 8 ships would meet our 240 ship 
force level." In addition to the aforementioned 8 per year 
rate, he also suggests that 4 per year would suffice to build 
to tne desired force level if a 30 year life were accepted. 
Elsewhere he observes that if the Navy merely builds the four 
PF's already authorized, it can maintain its present force 
level. Tnis is seriously misleading since it iqnores the fact 
that ships in the inventory are constantly aging and that an 
orderly annual replacement program must be carried out unless 
future fleet effectiveness is to decline. Clearly, these pro- 
posals are not consistent with our objective of building and 
maintaining directive American seaoower. leather, by employing 
misleading "snapshot" force level pictures, and nut consider ing 
future position, thev invite us to take a short route to 
gross naval inadequacy. 

It must be borne in mind that the 240 ship objective 
includes active fleet units, ready Reserve, and Coast Guard 
snips — all of which toqether constitute the total surface 
combatant force of the United States in time of war. In his 
discussion of force levels and construction rates, the Comptrol- 
ler General deals only with the active fleet ships. The Navy., 
plans to transfer 26 ships now in the active fleet to the Naval 
Reserve Force to replace 35 year old Ifiv I I reserve destroyers 
between now and 1985. Allowing for this planned action and 
assuming the active force level objective of 198, a building 
rate of 10+ PFs a year is well substantiated and will, not force 
the Navy over its force level objective. It we consider a 
2b year service life, tne deficiency in active ships through 
1985 is not 43 ships but 60 ships. If we consider a 
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( 30 year service life the deficiency is 51 ships. Since the 

''^service life will 'vary between 25 and 30 years, our minimum 
requirements lie between 51 and 60 ships - not precisely 43 - 
and our recommended program is well supported. Additionally, 
in the period 1985 - 1990 46 more surface combatants will reach 
the end of their 25 year service life (or 19 more if you use 
a 30 year service life). It is obvious that we must build 
a considerable number of PF's in the 1975 - 1985 time frame. 

Our requirements are significantly in excess of those stated by 
the Comptroller General if we are to maintain an effective 
naval force. 



Going beyond force level and construction rate con- 
siderations, the Comptroller General recognizes that " the PF 
program clearly will augment the capabilities of the force of 
surface' combatants, particularly in' the area of anti-air 
warfare, by adding ?Fs to the existing forces and by replacing 
less capable ships" but he suggests that because of ASW 
shortcomings the Patrol Frigate total ship capabilities are 
inadequate to fulfill her assigned mission. Specifically, he 
takes exception to the choice of a short range sonar for the 
ship. He further asserts that inadequate design margins for 
future changes in the PF will render it infeasible for the 
Navy to bring about improvements. 

The PF characteristics were selected so as to provide 
maximum mission effectiveness while giving due consideration 
to the fiscal constraints that dictate lowest possible cost 
in order to permit acquisition of the requisite numbers of ships. 
The Navy is convinced that the configuration selected best 
achieves that end. 

During the conf iauration process, a high frequency, high 
resolution direct path sonar was selected.. This sorin'-, 
combined with the LAMPS helicopter system and the MK-46 ASW 
torpedo tubes, provides the PF with a highly effective ASW 
weapons system which, additionally, will best complement the 
capabilities of other ASW ships, some 100 of which will carry 
the longer range SQS-26 sonar. Finally, the Navy plans to 
augment the PF suite with the long range passive ETAS system 
during the 80's as this new system becomes available. 

Contrary to the Comptroller General's assertion, the backfit 
of ETAS is completely feasible, even considering such factors 
as space, weight, power, speed, endurance, and stability. 

The Navy knows of no basis for the Comptroller General's 
doubts that a "full capability ETAS" can be installed when 
available. Moreover, the derivation of the term "full 
capability" is unknown as the Navy presently contemplates 
only a single model of ETAS for all available platforms. 

1 1 information on the Navy's plans for ETAS in the PF 
wwas made available to the GAO staff before the Comptroller 
General's letter was issued. * 
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In summary, each of the points raised by the Comptroller 
^General has been carefully considered by the Navy in arriving 
at the required PF program, including the configuration of the 
Patrol Frigate itself and formulation of the PF production 
plan. The Navy remains convinced that production of the PF 
in the numbers and at 
the' national interest 
support of this prc 
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Secretary of the Navy 
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NAVY COMMENTS ON GAG LETTER 0 ? JUNE 10, 19 V 3 



The- GAO comments enn be qr coned' into 



cover a. 



ca tegor ier. and, in the interact of clarity, K-i.vy cci.en.nt 
wi.il address the subject in that manner . 

I . FOR CE L I ' VEL ? » ETKO DO ! ,OG Y 

GAO Conn-tent . The methodology by which the numerical require 
£c>r U. S. Navy nor face combo tars tn wan calculated i s b;- - -. .-«• or 
ASW protection c-f .12 carriers, 30 underway rep) on i ?>h..v.-::r 
.lift shipper::: for 1 .1 1/0 Marine divi s ion/Ving tv;a:r.s a no 5 
military resupply ship convoys. The numbers of. su r face coir 
consider eci necessary for each of these high voice units, ho; 
are derived fr on a study that is some eight /earn old and u 
older systems «tr;d capabilities rather than the drarr.av. ice 1 ! y 
ones expected in the 1*3 20 's. In deter min inq force o!vj- : -.:.-i ; *.v. 
the related size of the pro prun'd ?r prog res, it see as that r 
planning factors should have boon used cr , if they could not: 
developed in time, that some -adjustment in the old ones to r 
current systems performance forecasts would have been in c rb 

G AO Com ment. further cotnpl i ca t i .no the problem of. deter::: i mat 
of force levels, is the fact that the Navy plans to can to 
ASW capabilities with the 688 class attack sub::-, a r 5 ne in the 
direct support role. This should also tend to rodeo:* t : , . 
of surface combatants required and it. docs not appear chat a 
factor was taken into account: in computing surface force obj 

GAO Coal men i . The Secretary of Defense, in his annual report 
--identities the surface combatant deficit as about 1<G ships 
with this def icit to be filled, in part,, wish PL's. If seems, 
likely that if high-cupabil ity ASW snips were substituted fo 
the P-Fs, as presently configured, new calculations based on 
much longer range .ASW systems would shew the deficit to be 
substantially loss than 30 ships. Only a few ships saved 
could more than compensate for the augmented unit ANN capubi 
ties, heaving a potential for overall savings. 
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to our high value forces increases and we have been able 
to partially counter it by using our new, more capable 
submarines in a n upper ting role. This fact does not mean 
we can concomitant J.y reduce our surface combatant forces. 
Ne do indeed consider such a possibility, however, the in- 
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combatant force within available resources, develop i 
necessary ba 1 .•» n c e _ best v o c n expensive high- caper? i I i t */ ; 
and less -expensive ships which can effectively carry 
the numerous missions that require less than a maxima 
capability. 
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missions. The stated Secretary of Defense deficit of 30 
surface combatants has taken into account the best mix of 
surface combatant type ships possible. 
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needed to ao::i.ove the ob;;oc r. i ve of. .193 ship-;. Assuming 
'deli vo r i os by Jonrniry' 3.935 ( 1 : r oit the FY 1970 through FY 
1980 1’F pr op r ) on annual building rote aver ay i.nq ' 8 

snips would bo required in addition to the throe Pi's in 
the FY 1975 program. To in is 2-3 ships a year less than 
the rote of. 10 to .11 that has boon proposed to satisfy 
t ! * o requir e re .? n t a o f the active fleet. 

GAO Cos men l 

The 25 year expected service life criterion used ir: 
our calculations, may be lew, par t icul r<r y for Jarcer shi.es . . 
If the No vy could plan 30 years of service frorr .*:•.* r tr.ee 
combe tents the appi ir.n to ape cl' so mo twenty- two active 
fleet ships now — then it appears that the force be: ic:-np 
could be in.pl or. or; ted With about four Pi's each year, FY 1970 
through FY lSeG. 

GAO Comment 
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of many surface combatants by backf i tti-ng new systems , 
typically, at. about the middle of their life spans. Al- 
though expensive, these modernisations appear to be less 
costly than building comparable new ships . 
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,0 years old with no service effect i vt'nesc r c i nine . Thin 
fepi a cement can only be carried out by transferring the oluc 
active fleet ships to file reserve as new units become avai. in 

On 30 June 1 3 7 5 , our active fleet surface combatant for 
level will be 161 snips. 

If we consider a 23 year service life for active fleet 
ships, and the' transfer of ships to the reserve, the deficit; 
in active fleet ships throuqh 1985 in not 43 ships but 60 r.h 
and the 10 to 11 V F building rate will not fully meet force 
requi reirents . 

It we consider a 30 year service life, between now and 
1985 wo would 5*. till have to replace the reserve ships and- 
our active fleet force level would be 14? ships (if we do 
not consider adding additional PF ships to the force). Hone 
without the PF program our surface combatant force level 
woulo be deficient oy 51 ships. Thus, even with a 30 year- 
service life (which will not be possible in all cases) our 
requirements support a PF building program over the 5 year 
period significantly in excess of that stated by the Comp- 
troller General.* Since our active fleet ships have service 
lives, that vary netweeen 25 and 30 years, our minimum recuir 
meets lie between '51 and GO ships and our desired prouru:n is 
feu poor ted . 
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United States intelligence assessments do not ertrei 
sate any substantial increase in the numerical strength 
of the Soviet .Wavy in the next ten years and, in fact, 
believe some small downward adjustment in numbers may occ 
as older units with limited capabilities tire retired. 
However, tnere is broad acceptance that the major quali- 
tative improvement program initiated by the USSN ir. the 
past several years will continue unabated- with the end 
result that Soviet capability to oppose the U. S. and 
its allies on the ooon oceans will steadily 
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ease . 



The Soviet Navy achieved a substantial numerical auv 
tage over the U.S. Navy some years ago, and that ratio 
has widened to about l to 1 as the size of the U.S. Fleet 
was reduced over trie past few years. The U.S. Navy has 
.♦maintained a substantial overall superiority in war 
fighting ability on the open oceans because a large 
portion of the' Soviet Fleet was designed to operate in 
coastal waters and nad limited 'capabilities beyond those 
regions. However, the last decade lias witnessed a large 
ocean going fleet with a vide variety of offensive and 
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and; all evidence point:; to continued expansion of 
surface* and .submarine L .loots '"that are ' increasingly 
ble .oJ. under taking world wide missions and tasks. 
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In the recently completed Koval exercise, tire 
Soviet Wavy demon:; tra ted their capability to employ 
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.West -Pacii ie , =• fho'tph i 1 i. r>j>j= no Seos.bnd / the ..Sea of .japan . u 
In addition t r.ey displayed for the first tire what appear 
to b o pr ot: e c t ion of t. h o i : o w n m •* r chant £ 1 e e t. in bo t: h th e 
Atlantic and Pacific and interdiction against our sea. 

1 i. n e s in t n e Nor tii A 1 1 a n tic, th c N or t h P a c i f: i c , t . h e S o u t h 
Atlantic, and Indian oceans along major supply ancf oil 
tanker routes. 
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in our pro sent. Surface Combatant force levels or f 
surprise Soviet ship or weapons : opr c vosent: . In 
words, there is r.o marc in for error. In fact,* the 
Soviet shipbuilding programs lends, ur coney to car r 
out our planned prop ran for the nod or ni za t i on of o 
surface combatant forces with no reduction. 
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•GA'O Co mment . Concerns about 4 ’the PF stem f r om its “ 
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includes- anti-ship missile defense - presumably is :n resr.x 
to the formidable and growing air and missile threats. So: 
aspects ’of the Navy's surface combatant force olannino and 
some implications arising from the characteristics of 
the PF, however, appear to us to need clarification before 
one can be confident that the PF is the appropriate answer 
to the Navy's requirements. 
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mounted sonar and has n 
the full capability esc 
to the Navy officials, ETAS is urgently required along 
other modernizations to enhance the ASW capability of 
surface ships. . Although ETAS in some term probably 
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with the PF the 
experience it r.-ud with the Oils, Its relatively low level 
of A GW capability and the lack of provision for the backlit 
of a ful 1-capabi i i ty ETA 3 , already noted, are critical. So 
also is the prospect that the PF will, like so many other 
ships, require a major modern i nation at mid-life. With 
such prospective m.oderni cat ions some 20 years in the future 
the nature of the systems to be backfittcd is. hardly 
predictable. Major modernisations in the past have often 
rn.ea.nt substantial additional weight , and it would seem 
pr orient to provide ample space, weight and moment reservati 
to accommodate a wide variety of "possible bac.kfit 
This apparently has not been done. 
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V,’ i t h reduced force levels that will bo 
the foreseeable future, the Navy cannot build th. 
capability in_evory platform. Thus, it is essential i r. t‘ ! e *p ! 
design of eycics'hip to consider the already existing capo Pi 1 i ties 
or lack ther^jafi in current fleet ships. The PF is perfectly 
capable of ep.iT tf£ i no independently of other surface combatants 
and providing a high degree of ASW protection, and it would net 
have been prudent to have increased the size and cost, cl the 
ship by including the l arge 3QS-2-G sone-r . The limit v.c numbers 
of frigates available in the future for the protection of 
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tion was given to all of these factors during t 1 
and tile increased LAMPS capability, over that existing in the 
DE 1052 class, coupled with its more effective sonar for 
close-in attack situations not only provide an effective ASW 
system but provide maximum complement to the DE 1052 class ASM 
suite. Since both ships have the capability of ‘being fitted 
with the ETAS the added capability and tactical flexibility 
provided by this system will only add to the capability and 
flexibility of: our open ocean surface combatant force. It 
does not present an either-or situation. 
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was in accordance with stated Congressional direction 



t v 

•r. 

see 



0 r 1 v 
d e t ; ; 
o r .1 n 
1 Ch 

o hp; 

0 u 1 d 
m ad c 

1 ty t 
t tr. e 
s s: a r y 



^ <_ . 
j : 
C" c 



While on effective AAW cansbil i v.y was a major requirement 
for the PF, the total weapons suite was selected with 0 view 
towards balancing the overall surlooe combatant force com- 
position in 0 multi-threat environment. Extended del ibor a t ions 
addressed the various trade-offs in arriving at a combat suite 
that would enable the ship to carry out its missions. It is 
well to note that cur rent Soviet submarines nave the capability 
to attack submerged with ant i-sh i ppi ng missiles as well as with 
tor Dedoes . ASv; must also consider A AW and there is no long 
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its platform snip. Thus, in the . major i ty of situations, eve 
t h o u g h t h e y h :\ v e a s 3 j q ! i t s p o c d a d v a n t a o o , t h e 5 o v i o t 3 n i ; •> c 
must close to veil within HANPCON range before they become 
a threat to our forces. With the. LAMPS he lor- to provide 
targeting information for the PFc the Soviet ships would 
normally be on paced wei. 1 before- they could cet within choir 
missile range and thus any speed advantage is essentially 
negated. The speed ad van tage/d isadvantage factor is, thoref 
a marginal consideration with little to no actual effect on 
fleet operations. 

With regard to the growth capability for future modern!- ; 
Ration, two points are pertinent. . . ' 

f ~ 

- Plr st p^here a f b already over 100;tons; allocated ... to 
space and weight for service life margin and future equipment, 
substitutions and additions. For instance, space and weight is 
reserved. for CIV.'S, mechanical ship stabilizers, an electronic 
warfare system, communications improvements, and helicopter haul- 
down, securing’ and traversing systems and, as previously stated, 
the ETAS can also be accommodated . 



Second, modernization need not involve "substantial 
additional weight." Wherein past modernizations frequently 
involved installing more, bigger, and heavier systems, tr.e 
recent rapid strides in solid state circuitry, min i a cur i sat ion , 
and nk>du!ar replaces o n t cone e p t s permit ::-.o d e c n 5. z a t i o n a. n d i - 
provem.ent without significant, if any, increase in size or weight 

The Navy considers that the PF will provide an urgently 
needed and highly effective addition to U.S. surface combatant 
strength and will be capable of significant future modernization 
j-as new equipments become available. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2054* 



June 10, 1975 



The Honorable Melvin Price 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This letter deals with issues involving the patrol 
friyate program and the Navy's surface combatants in general. 
The budget request for fiscal year 1976 for the patrol 
frigate program is in the amount of $1,095 million. This 
includes $137.7 million for cost escalation in prior 
years and $955.5 million for building ten patrol frigates. 

The following information may be helpful to you in your 
deliberations on that part of the Navy's Shipbuilding and 
Conversion Aporopr iat ion . 

According to the Secretary of Defense, in his Annual 
Defense Department Report for FY 19 76, the Navy plans a 

O build up of surface combatant forces, including active 

fleet, Reserve and Coast Guard, from 211 ships at the end 
of the current fiscal year to 237 ships at the end of 
FY 1983 -and later to a level of about 240 shies. Corre- 
sponding active fleet levels, are 165 at the end of FY 
1975, 195 by the end of FY 1983 and the later objective 
- of 198. 

The Secretary of Defense indicated that the new patrol 
frigates. (PF) are needed for the planned build up as well 
as the fact that there is a requirement for. austere anti-air 
warfare ships for such missions as protection of relatively 
slow speed formations in areas of less severe air threat. 

Three basic questions seem to emerge from the Department 
of Defense's announced plans. First, whether the construction 
schedule for PFs is consistent with force level ooj ect i vos ; 
second, whether the objectives themselves are justified; cind 
third, whether the patrol frigate's capabilities are adequate. 
These are discussed, in detail, below: 
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j* £ 7) P ATROL FRIGATE CONSTRUCT! ON SCHEDULE 

Looking at the force bu*ild-up in. isolation from the 
requirement for Anti- Air WarfaYe '( A AW) ships, it is not 
clear from the available data and our calculations that 
the full 56 ship PF program is, in fact, required. Counting 
ships now in the active fleet and those to be delivered 
I from other programs, ana using an expected service 

life of 25 years, active Navy surface combatants would total 
some 155 ships in January 1985. (See enclosure 1.) This 
leaves 43 needed 'to achieve the objective of 198 ships. 

Assuming deliveries by January 1S85 (from the FY 1976 through 
PY 1980 PF programs) an annual building rate averaging 8 ships 
would be required in addition to the three PFs in the FY 1975 
program. This is 2-3 ships a year less than the rate of 10 to 
11 that has been proposed to satisfy the requirements of the 
active fleet. 

The 25 year expected service life criterion used in our 
calculations may be low, particularly for larger ships. If the 
Navy could plan 30 years of service from surface combatants-- 
the approximate age of some twenty-two active fleet ships now- 
then it appears that the force build-up could be implemented with 
about four PFs each year, FY 1976 through FY 1980. 



Looked at another way, proceeding at the proposed construction 
rate of 10-11 PFs annually could conceivably result in the pre- 
mature retirement of underage ships from the active fleet. 

By January 1985, some 12 ships would be retired early under a 
25 year life criterion or 30 ships under the 30 year life criterion. 
We appreciate the fact that ships may be retired because of 
- obsolescence rather than age. In order to avoid such premature 
retirements, however, the Navy often undertakes extensive modern- 
izations of many surface combatants by backfitting new systems, 
typically at about the middle of their life spans. Although ex- 
pensive, these modernizations appear to be less costly than 
building comparable nc-w ships. . 

FORCE LEVEL OBJECTIVES 

It is our understanding that United States intelligence 
assessments do not lead to a conclusion that the USSR plans 
V; / increases in its fleet. On the contrary, as the Soviets continue 

/. I to modernize the submarine force with nuclear power, the avail- 

t I:-"’ able data indicates some reduction in overall numbers. 
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A rate of qualitative advances in Soviet forces faster 
:han our own v.’ould disturb the naval balance and justify off- 
setting quantitative adjustments on our side, but it is not evident 
that any such advances are in' the offing. With regard to U. S. 
surface combatants, the data suggests that qualitative advances 
over the next ten years will be at a rate well beyond that normally 
experienced and should outpace or at least keep abreast of advances 
on the other side. For example, _ new Anti-Submarine Warfare (AS^) 
systems such as the escort towed array and the LAMPS III helicopter 
are expected to significantly extend the ranges at which surface 
combatants can detect and attack submarines. Introduction of 
the HARPOON missile will have a similar effect on anti-surface 
ship capabilities. The extension of the ranges of weapons should, 
of course, reduce the total number of ships required. 
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The methodology by which the numerical requirements for 
U. S. Navy surface combatants was calculated is ba^ed on the 
ASW protection of 12 carriers, 10 underway replenishment groups, 
lift shipping for 1 1/3 Marine d iv is ion’/ wing teams and 5 military 
resupply ship convoys. The numbers of surface combatants con- 
sidered necessary for each of these high value units, however, 
are derived from a study that is some eight years old and uses 
older systems and capabilities rather than the dramatically im- 
proved ones expected in the 1980s. In determining force objectives 
and the related size of the proposed PF program, it seems that 
new planning factors should have been used or, if they could 
not be developed in time, that some adjustment in the old ones 
to reflect current systems performance forecasts would have been 
in order . 
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Further complicating the problem of determination of force 
levels, is the fact that the Navy plans to add to AS W capabilities 
with the 6S8-class attack submarine in the direct support role. 
This should also tend to reduce the number of surface combatants 
required and it does not appear that this factor was taken into 
account in computing surface force objectives. 

Without a build up and using all surface combatants under 
25 years of age, curre nt f or ce levels could be maintained through 
FY 1983 without any PFs other than the four already funded in 
FY 1975 and earlier. Without the three FY 1975 PFs, the deficit 
would be only two ships. 

CAPABILITIES OF TH E PA TRO L FR IG ATE 

The PF program clearly will augment the capabilities of 
the force of, surface combatants, particularly in the area of 
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anti-air warfare, by adding PFs to the existing forces and by 
i 'placing less capable ships. •, , 

The requirement for better AAV.’ capabilities — which includes 
anti-ship missile defense --presumably is in response to 
the formidable and growing air and missile threats. Some aspects 
of the Navy's surface combatant force planning and some implica- 
tions arising from the character ist ics of the PF, however, 
appear to us to need clarification before one can be confident 
that the PF is the appropriate answer to the Navy's requirements. 

While there ap'pears to be little reason to question the 
adequacy of the FF's AAW systems for its planned employment in 
relatively low air threat areas, its limited anti-submarine warfare 
capabilities raise a number of questions. The PF has a low-powered , 
short-range hull-mounted sonar and has no provision for possibly 
backfitting the full capability escort towed array -sonar (ETAS). 
According to Navy officials, ETAS is urgently required along 
with other modernizations to enhance the ASW capability of surface 
ships. Although ETAS in some form probably could be backfitted 
into the PF, a penalty presumably wculd have to be paid in the 
form of removal of other equipment as weight ccmpensat ion . Moreover 
even if the weight problem is solved, constraints imposed by 
available space could load to other capabil it y- limiting compromises 

_ The Secretary of Defense, in his annual report, identified 

j.he surface combatant deficit as about 30 ships with this deficit 
to be filled, in part, with PFs. It seems likely that if high- 
capability ASW ships wore substituted for the PFs, as presently 
configured’, new calculations based on much longer range ASW 
systems would show the deficit to be substantially less than 
30 ships. Only a few ships saved could more than compensate 
for the augmented unit ASW capabilities, leaving a potential 
for overall savings. 

We understand that one concept holds that ocean escorts (CEs) 
will always be present with PFs and will compensate with their 
long-range sonars for the PF's ASW detection limitations. While 
this may be so under certain circumstances , it seems reasonable 
to assume that the Navy cannot always depend on having DEs present 
and appropriately stationed for this purpose. Battle damage 
or other unforeseeable events may prevent it, and tactical 
requirements may draw the CEs and PFs off station. It may also 
be desirable to station the DEs with ETASs at a distance from 
,the protected formation where they could take a maximum advantage 
of their long-range detection capabilities and avoid high 
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ambient noise levels near the formation. At the same time A AW 
considerations may require the PFs in stations much -closer in . 
where they may have to depend largely on their cwn ASW resources. 

No matter what the circumstances, it may be questionable to 
produce ships that must depend 'bn the sensors of other ships to 
be fully effective. 

Concerns about the PF stem from its "low-mix" characteristics. 
We have consistently supported the concept of high-^mix and 
low-inix as a means of countering the rapidly rising costs of ship 
construction. In the case of the PF, it is a question of. whether 
or not it has the^ capabil i ties , particularly the growth potential, 
to serve a full useful life in the U. S. active fleet. The Navy's 
experience with surface combatants that have been designed for 
very low costs has not been encouraging. For example, the Navy 
recently retired 17 ocean escorts of the Claud Jones, Courtney 
and Dealy classes from the active fleet when they. were only 15-20 
years old. They were relatively slow, small and lacking in growth 
potential. Not only did the Navy not get a full measure of 
active fleet service from these ships, but while active the/ 
contributed less in terms of effectiveness than would have less 
cost-constr a ined designs. At the time these ships were being 
retired, the Navy retained a substantial number of presumably' 
more capable World War II surface combatants that were aopt caching 
30 years of age. 

The PF is, of course, quite a different ship than the REs. 

It has broader capabilities including an effective AAW missile 
system. Nevertheless, there seems to be significant risk, that 
the Navy -will repeat with the PF the experience it had with the 
DEs. Its relatively low level of ASW capability and the lack of 
provision for the backfit of a full-capability ETAS, already 
noted, are critical. So also fs* the prospect that the PF will, 
like so many other ships, require a major, modernization at mid-life. 
With such prospective modernizations some 20 years in the future 
the nature of the systems to be backfitted is hardly predictable. - 
Major modernizations in the past have often meant substantial 
additional weight, and it would seem prudent to provide ample 
space, weight and moment reservations to accommodate a -Aide 
variety ©f possible backfit requirements. This apparently has 
not been done . 

The HARPOCN anti-ship missile is expected to give many of 
our' ships an offensive capability against potentially hostile 
warships. However, the PF, armed with HARPOON , wil 1 o-- sub*tcn- 
t ially inferior in top speed (at 28 Knots) to virtually sll 
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-modern Soviet surface combatants that are armed with anti-ship 
missiles. The significance. of : *.th'is is. that the faster ship 
can often use its superior spee'd to engage or disengage at will 
and to adjust the engagement ranges to its liking. If the faster 
ship has longer range inlssiles--as a few Soviet snips have — it may 
even nullify HARPOON by remaining outside its maximum range. 

With the shorter range, but otherwise more lethal missiles 
that are on the newest Soviet ships, they can close to optimize 
the attack, actual or potential. 

In raising these questions regarding the Navy's surface 
combatant force level plans ana the character ist ics of the DEs 
and PFs, at this time, we have the advantage of information 
not available to those who made the original decisions. In 
particular, the potential of new systems such as the escort 
towed array sonar (ETAS) and HARPOON are much better appreciated. 
Ke also recognize that providing adaptability and growth potential 
adds to the cost of a warship as well as to its life and effect- 
iveness. The benefits, as always, will have to justify the addi- 
tional cost. It may be that in the past there has been a tendency 
to under-value adaptability and growth potential because they 
address future uncertainty and are, therefore, intrinsically 
difficult to measure. 

Ke have found many praiseworthy features in the PF program. 
The ship's A AW capabilities seem well suited to the mission and 
will fill an important need in the fleet. Modernization require- 
ments have been anticipated to the extent of adopting a modular- 
type design which will facilitate the removal of old systems and 
installation of new ones. Crew size has been constrained. The 
-Navy also deserves credit for its generally cost-conscious 
approach to the design of this ship. 

You -may wish to ask the Secretary of Defense to clarify 
the Navy's requirements, both quantitative and qualitative, 
for surface combatants and that .the PF in particular, be 
reassessed in .line with the questions outlined above. V.e are 
furnishing copies of this letter to the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretary of the Navy. 
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,■ T\ ' We are addressing essentially identical letters to the 
‘ > : y ' Chairman of the Senate Committee on Armed Services and the 

Chairmen of the Senate and Hoii^e Committees on Appropriations. 
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Enclosure 



Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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ENCLOSURE 1 



AVAILABLE UNDERAGE SHIPS , JANUARY 1985 



( Includes all 
will be less 



in January 1985 plus 
corr.iniss ioned by that 
frigate and Sprusnce 
one patrol frigate, 
under construction.) 



ships now in the active fleet* that 
than the stated expected service life 



all new ships expected to be 
date from the guided missile 
class destroyer programs plus 
This is the lead ship now 



ASSUMED 



* Includes one in conversion. 
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COMMISSIONING 


EXPECTED 


SERVICE LIFE 






SHIP CLASSES/ 


DATE OF OLDEST 








\ rr 


TYPES 


SHIP COUNTED 


25 Yr. 


30 Yr . 




■ V- 

YJ 


Long Beach (CGN) 


9/9/61 


1 


1 


! 


m 


Nuclear Powered 








f- 




Guided Missile 










Frigate (DLGN) 


10/6/62 


9 


9 






Belknap (DIG 26) 


11/7/64 


9 


9 


: 




Leahy ( DLG 16) 


8/4/62 


9 


9 




•i 


QCoontz (DLG 6) 


12/7/59 


- 


10 




V 

. :*• 


5/9/60 


9 


- 


/}'■ 
•. ■ 


Spruance (DD963) 


FY 19 76 


30 


30 




:!*’ 

. V 


Charles E. Adams 












(DDC- 2) 

Sherman <Conv.) 


9/10/60 


23 


23 






- ( DDG 31 ) 


12/7/56 


- 


4 






Sherman (DD931) 


11/9/55 




14 






Brooke (DEG 6) 


3/12/66 


6 


6 






Bronstein ( DE 1037) 


6/15/63 


2 


2 




V 


Garcia (DE 1040) 


12/21/64 


10 


10 




;• 


Knox (DE 1052) 
Patrol Frigate (PF) 


4/12/69 


46 


46 


• 




(Lead £hip) 


FY 1977 


1 


1_ 






TOTAL SHIPS 




155 


174_ 
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